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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
 
STATE OF IDAHO,   ) 
     ) NO. 43924 
 Plaintiff-Respondent, )  
     ) BONNER COUNTY NO. CR 2013-102 
v.     ) 
     ) 
LUCOUS L. INMAN,  ) APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
     ) 




STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 
Nature of the Case 
 
 Lucous Inman appeals, contending the district court abused its discretion when it 
revoked his probation and retained jurisdiction, as the information before the district 
court showed that he had initially been successful on probation before experiencing a 
relapse, during which time he began seeking help from his probation officer.  
Additionally, a new drug and alcohol evaluation continued to recommend community-
based treatment programs to address his substance abuse issues.  Thus, probation 
was promoting the goals of rehabilitation and protection of society, and the district court 
abused its discretion by revoking it.  As such, this Court should grant the relief it deems 
appropriate. 
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Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings 
 As the district court noted when it revoked Mr. Inman’s probation, Mr. Inman 
recognized that his troubles were a product of his substance abuse issues:  “as you 
stated, you have never committed your crimes unless you were high or drunk.”  
(Tr., p.35, Ls.7-8.)  In this case,1 Mr. Inman had initially pleaded guilty to burglary, and 
the district court had imposed a unified sentence of four years, with one year fixed, 
which it suspended for a period of probation.2  (R., pp.162-63.)  Mr. Inman subsequently 
admitted to violating the terms of that probation.  (R., pp.237-39.)  The district court 
revoked his probation, but retained jurisdiction.  (R., pp.244-45.) 
 During that period of retained jurisdiction, Mr. Inman successfully completed a 
rider program.  (See generally 2014 Addendum to Presentence Investigation Report 
(hereinafter, APSI).)  He was considered a positive role model to other people in the 
program.  (2014 APSI, p.4.)  He was placed in positions of responsibility, and fulfilled 
those obligations admirably.  (2014 APSI, p.9.)  For example, he served as a program 
coordinator:  “This position is demanding and Mr. Inman held this position longer than 
the usual requirement.  He did an outstanding job and his genuine concern for the 
community was noticed.”  (2014 APSI, p.9.)  He was also an expeditor and a co-captain 
                                            
1 Mr. Inman moved for all his cases from two different counties to be consolidated 
below.  (R., p.199.)  While there is no express ruling on that motion (see generally R.), 
the cases from both counties were addressed simultaneously at subsequent 
proceedings.  (See, e.g., Tr., p.5, Ls.4-11.)  However, the Notice of Appeal only lists the 
Bonner County case.  (R., p.332.) 
2 In a letter attached to his motion to withdraw a subsequent motion for leniency 
pursuant to I.C.R. 35, Mr. Inman stated, “The sentence I received was more than fair.”  
(Augmentation, p.5.)  A motion to augment the record with the motion to withdraw the 
Rule 35 motion, as well as the minutes of Mr. Inman’s most recent rider review hearing 
has been filed contemporaneously with this brief. 
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of the color guard, and he “was not only reliable for the offender population but also for 
the Officers of Unit 4. . . . Let it be known that through his extended period in both of 
these position[s] he continually exuded professionalism.  I personally would like to thank 
him for conducting himself gracefully during his stint here at NICI.”  (2014 APSI, p.9.)  
And while he did receive two informal sanctions during his program, “He took ownership 
of his behavior and did not attempt to minimize or justify his actions.  He also advised 
me of these warnings in person at his first opportunity to do so.”  (2014 APSI, p.3.)  As a 
result, the rider staff recommended he be returned to probation.  (2014 APSI, p.1.)  The 
district court did so.  (R., pp.255-57.)   
 Mr. Inman spent a year on probation before he experienced a relapse which led 
to the instant report of probation violation.  (See R., pp.255-57 (order suspending 
sentence, dated October 30, 2014); R., pp.265-68 (report of probation violation dated 
November 10, 2015).)  During that year, he had worked with his probation officer when 
scheduling conflicts threatened his ability to participate in his treatment program.  
(Tr., p.8, Ls.2-9 (Mr. Inman explaining he and his wife were having difficulty arranging 
adequate child care, and so, his probation officer gave him permission to complete a 
different program instead); accord. R., pp.265-66 (the probation officer’s report of 
violation noting that Mr. Inman had been allowed to change treatment providers 
because of a scheduling conflict).)  Mr. Inman also worked to address his relapse, 
checking himself into a detox program.  (See R., pp.281, 299.)  Subsequently, he wrote 
a letter to the district court requesting he be allowed to participate in the Walker 
Center’s in-patient treatment program.  (R., p.316.)  Nevertheless, he admitted most of 
the alleged violations.  (Tr., p.6, L.20 - p.8, L.25, p.10, Ls.6-18.)  One other allegation 
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was withdrawn, and the district court found a willful violation after an evidentiary hearing 
on the last.  (Tr., p.9, Ls.1-24, p.30, Ls.7-12.)   
The parties all agreed to immediately proceed to disposition.  (Tr., p.30, 
Ls.13-16.)  The State recommended the district court retain jurisdiction again.  
(Tr., p.30, L.18 - p.31, L.6.)  Defense counsel pointed out that Mr. Inman had started 
off well on probation.  (Tr., p.31, Ls.11-14.)  She added that this was Mr. Inman’s 
first violation since being returned back to probation.  (Tr., p.31, Ls.13-14.)  She 
also noted that a new GAIN-I evaluation recommended Mr. Inman participate in the 
Walker Center’s treatment program.  (Tr., p.32, Ls.5-6; accord.  2016 GAIN-I, p.13 
(recommending a long term in-patient program from one of several providers, including 
the Walker Center).)3  Accordingly, defense counsel recommended the district court 
continue Mr. Inman’s probation so as to facilitate his continuing treatment in accordance 
with the GAIN-I’s recommendations.  (Tr., p.32, Ls.11-12.)  However, the district court 
expressed its concern about Mr. Inman’s ability to remain sober in the community.  
(Tr., p.35, Ls.9-10.)  As a result, it revoked Mr. Inman’s probation, but it retained 
jurisdiction so as to promote Mr. Inman’s continued rehabilitation.  (Tr., p.35, Ls.11-15.)   
Mr. Inman filed a notice of appeal timely from the order revoking his probation.  
(R., pp.326, 332.)  Mr. Inman also filed a motion for leniency asking for a reduction of 
his sentence, but he subsequently withdrew that motion.  (R., pp.338-40; Augmentation, 
pp.3-5.)  He ultimately completed the rider program and was placed back on probation.  
(Augmentation, pp.1-2.) 
 
                                            
3 The GAIN-I report was filed as a confidential exhibit.  (R., p.330.) 
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ISSUE 
Whether the district court abused its discretion when it revoked Mr. Inman’s probation 
and executed his underlying sentence. 
 
ARGUMENT 
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Revoked Mr. Inman’s Probation And 
Executed His Underlying Sentence 
 
The decision to revoke probation is one within the district court’s discretion.  
State v. Chavez, 134 Idaho 308, 312 (Ct. App. 2000).  The district court must determine 
“whether the probation is achieving the goal of rehabilitation and whether continuation of 
the probation is consistent with the protection of society.”  Id.  Mindful of the fact that he 
has been subsequently returned to probation, Mr. Inman contends the district court 
abused its discretion when it revoked his probation in favor of a rider program because 
the evidence showed probation was achieving the goals of rehabilitation and protection 
of society.   
Mr. Inman showed an ability to be successful on probation, spending over a year 
on probation before his relapse and violation of the terms of probation.  (Tr., p.31, 
Ls.11-14; see R., pp.255, 265.)  During that time, he had worked with his probation 
officer to address issues when they arose.  (See Tr., p.8, Ls.2-9; R., pp.265-66.)  
Furthermore, the record reveals that he had begun taken steps to address his relapse 
and continue his rehabilitation.  (See R., pp.281, 299.)  He was also in a position to 
continue his rehabilitation through a community provider, a treatment plan 
recommended by the GAIN-I evaluation.  (2016 GAIN-I, p.13; R., p.316; Tr., p.34, 
Ls.6-7.)  That is precisely the sort of action a probationer working to address an 
addiction should be expected to take if and when a relapse occurs.  Mr. Inman’s 
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response to deal with the relapse, along with the fact that he had been adhering to the 
terms of probation for a year before this relapse, shows that probation was, in fact, 
achieving the goal of rehabilitation and protection of society.  Therefore, the district 




Mr. Inman respectfully requests that this Court grant the relief it deems 
appropriate. 
 DATED this 13th day of July, 2016. 
 
      __________/s/_______________ 
      BRIAN R. DICKSON 
      Deputy State Appellate Public Defender 
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